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The Assignee respectfully requests continued examination in this application. The 
Assignee also respectfully requests entry of the above amendments and the following remarks in 
response to the final office action mailed April 3, 2007. The Assignee respectfully submits that 
the pending claims distinguish over the cited documents. 

Claimis 1-14 are pending in this application. Claims 15-20 have been canceled witliout 
prejudice or disclaimer. Claims 3 and 11 have been withdrawn from consideration by the 
Examiner. 

The United States Patent and Trademark Office (the "Office") objects to the declaration. 
Claims 15 and 16 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite. 
Claims 1-2 and 12-16 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102 (b) as being anticipated by U.S. 
Patent 6.158,180 to Edwards. Claims 1-2, 4, and 12 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 (a) as 
being obvious over U.S. Patent 1,772,687 to Reinke in view of U.S. Patent 4,913,38.6 to 
Sugiyania. Claims 5-6 and 17-18 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 (a) as being obvious over 
Reinke in view of Sugiyama and further in view of U.S. Patent 5,823,655 to Brooks, Claims 7-9 
were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103 (a) as being obvious over Reinke in view of Sugiyama. 
Claiih. 10 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 (a) as being obvious oyer Reinke and Sugiyama in 
view of U.S. Patetit 6,329,599 to Zimmerman. Claims 4 and 10 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 
103 (a) as being obvious over Edwards in view of Zim?nerman, Claims 5-6 and 17-18 were 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 (a) as being obvious over Edwards in view ot Brooks, Claims 7- 
9 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 (a) as being obvious over Edwards. 

Objection to Declaration 

The Office objects to the declaration. The Office asserts that the declaration is defective 
for failing to state a mailing address of each inventor. The originally-subxnitted declaration, 
however, states the residence of each inventor. Each inveiitor*s residence is also each inventor's 
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The Assignee thus respectfully asserts that the originally-submitted declaration 

RECEIVED 
CENTRAL |^'5§MTER 

Rejections under §112 JUN 2 9 200? 

Claims 15 and 16 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite. Claims 15 and 16, however, have been canceled, so the rejection is now moot. 

Rejections under S 102 

Claims 1-2 and 12-16 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102 (b) as being anticipated by 
U.S. Patent 6,158,180 to Edwards. A claim, however, is only anticipated when each and.every 
element is found in a single prior art reference. See Verdegaal Bros, v. Union Oil Co, of 
California, 814 F.2d 628. 631, 2 U.S.P.Q, 2d (BNA) 1051, 1053 (Fed. Cir. 1987). See also 
Department of Coivimerce, Manual of Patent Examining Procedure. § 2131 (orig, 8'" 
Edition) (hereinafter "M.P,E.P."). 

First, claims 15 and 16 have been canceled, so the rejection of these claims is moot. 

Second, claims 1-2 and 12-14 cannot be anticipated by Edwards, These claims recite, or 
incorporate, many features that are not taught or suggested by Edwards. Independent claim 1, 
for example, iecit.es "the outer surface of the top portion having a triangular shaped lip wedged 
between a bottom lip of the lower siding panel and between an upper hook of the upper siding 
paneir Support for such features may be found at least at paragraph [0009] of die as-filed 
application. Independent claim 1 also recites "r/te transverse leg extending at a right angle from 
the outer surface of the bottom portion of the arm and the transverse leg having a width that is 
the same as a width of the upper hook of the upper siding panel, such that the transverse leg is 
parallel to a bottom surface of the lower siding paneV* Support for such features may be found 
at least at paragraph [0009] of the as-filed application. Independent claim 1 also recites "r/ie 
downwardly extefiding leg having a longer length tJian the rear upwardly extending leg such that 
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an open passageway is formed between an end portion of the rear upwardly extending leg and 
the transverse teg, thus creating an open passageway through which a wire may pass into an 
interior chojvxel of the channel portion:' Support for such features may be found at least at 
paragraph [0009] of the as-filed application. Independent claim 1 also recites "a pair of 
upwardly extending arms with each arm having a flat lip, the fiat lip having an interior angle 
relative to transverse leg of fifteen degrees.'' Support for such features may be found at least at 
paragraph [0020] of the as-filed application. Independent claim 1 also recites "on exterior 
surface matching the upper siding panel and the lower siding panel, the exterior surface having 
a plurality of sections mated and aligned together:' Support for such features may be found at 
least at paragraph [0008] of the as-filed application. Independent claim 1 is reproduced below. 

1. A wire channel device for use with an upper siding panel and a Jower siding panel, 

comprising: 

an upwardly extending arm having a top portion, a bottom portion, an inner 
surface, and an outer surface, the outer surface of the top portion having a Crianggilar 
shaped lip vvedyed betwe en a bottom lip of the lower siding panel and between an upper 
hook of the upper siding panel : 

a transverse leg ontwardlv extending from the ouier surface of the boilom 
portion of the arm towards a downwardly extending leg of a wire channel^ r.hft transverse 
leg extendin g at a riEht an^Ie from (he outer surface of the bottotri portion of the ^rm and 
the transverse leu having a width that is the same as a width of the upper hook of the 
upper siding panel, such that the transverse lee is naralJe] to a bottom surface of the lower 
siding panel : 

the wire charmel having the downwardly extending leg. a channel portion, and a 
rear upwardly extending leg, the downwardly extending; leg hnving a longer length than 
the rear up wardly extending leg such that an open passageway is formed between an end 
portion of the rear upwardly extending leg: and the transverse leg, thus creating an open 
passagew ay through which a wire may pass into an interior channel of the channel 
portion; 

a pair of upwardly extending arms with each arm having a flat Hp. the flat lip 
having an interior angle relative to transverse leg of fifteen degrees; and 

an exterior surface matching the upper siding panel and the lower sidine panel. 
the exterior su rface having a plurality of sections mated and aliened together. 
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wherein the interior channel supports and sec ures the wire and helps to protect - 
the wire fronn wildlife and environmental risks . . ^ 

Edwards is silent to all these features. While Edwards describes a mounting device for a 
communication conduit, Edwards fails to teach or suggest many of the features recited in 
independent claim 1. Edwards, then, cannot anticipate independent claim 1, Dependent claims 2 
and 12-14 incorporate the same features and recite additional features, so dependent claims 2 and 
12-14 cannot be anticipated. Examiner Cajilig is thus respectfully requested to remove the § 102 
rejection of claims 1-2 and 12-14. 

Rejection of Claims 1-2. 4. & 12 under § 103 (a) 

Claims 1-2, 4, and 12 were rejected under 35 U.S.C, § 103 (a) as being obvious over U.S. 
Patent 1,772,687 to Reinke in view of U.S. Patent 4,913,386 to Sugiyama. Claims 1-2, 4, and 
12, however, cannot be obvious over the combined teaching of Reinke and Sugiyama. These 
claims recite, or incorporate, many features Umt are not taught or suggested by Reinke and 
Sngiyama. Independent claim 1 . for example, recites '"the outer surface of the top portion having 
a triangular shaped lip wedged between a bottom lip of the lower siding panel and between an 
upper hook of the upper siding panel:' Independent claim 1 also recites "'the transverse leg 
extending at a right angle from the outer surface of the bottom portion of the arm and the 
transverse leg having a width that is the same as a width of the upper hook of the upper siding 
panel such that the transverse leg is parallel to a bottom surface of the lower siding panel" 
Independent claim 1 also recites '*the downwardly extending leg having a longer length than the 
rear upwardly extending leg such that an open passageway is formed between an end portion of 
the rear upwardly extending leg and the transverse leg, thus creating ait open passageway 
through which a wire may pass into an interior channel of the channel portion."' Independent 
claim 1 also recites "a pair of upwardly extending arms with each arm having aflat lip, the flat 
lip having an interior angle relative to transverse leg of fifteen degrees'' Independent claim 1 
also recites *^an exterior surface matching the upper siding panel and the lower siding panel ihe 
exterior surface having a plurality of sections mated and aligned together.'' 
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Claims 1-2, 4, and 12, then, cannot be obvious. Independent claim 1 recites many 
features that are not taught or suggest by combined teaching of Reinke and Sugiyama, One of 
ordinary skill in the art, then, would not think that independent claim 1 is obvious over Reinke 
and Sugiyama, Dependent claims 2, 4, and 12 incorporate the same features and recite additional 
features, so these claims, too, cannot be obvious. Examiner Cajilig is thus respectfully requested 
to remove the § 103 rejection of claims 1-2, 4, and 12. 

Rejection of Claims S-6 & 17-18 under § 103 (a) 

Claims 5-6 and 17-18 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 (a) as being obxnous over 
Reinke in view of Sugiyama and further in view of U.S. Patent 5,823,655 to Brooks. 

Claims 17 and 18, however, have been canceled, so the rejection of these claims is moot. 

Claims 5 and 6 cannot be obvious over Reinke, Sugiyama, and Brooks, Claims 5 and 6 
depend from independent claim 1 and, thus, incorporate the same distinguishing features (:is the 
above paragraphs explained). The combined teaching of Reinke, Sugiyama^ and Brooks, quite 
simply, remains silent to many features recited in claim 1 and incorporated into claims 5 and 6. 
One of ordinary skill in the art, then, would not think that claims 5 and 6 are obvious. Examiner 
Cajilig is thus respectfully requested to remove the § 103 rejection of claims 5 and 6. 

Rejection of Claims 7-9 under § 103 fa> 

Claims 7-9 were rejected under 35 U.S.C, § 103 (a) as being obvious over Reinke in view 
of Sugiyama. Claims 7-9, however, cannot be obvious over Reinke and Sugiyama. Claims 7-9 
depend from independent claim 1 and, thus, incorporate the same distinguishing features (as the 
above paragraphs explained). The combined teaching of Reinke and Sugiymna remains silent to 
many features recited in claim 1 and incorporated into claims 7-9. One of oixlinary skill in the 
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art. then, would not think that claims 7-9 are obvious. Examiner Cajilig is thus respectfully 

requested to remove the § 103 rejection of claims 7-9. RECEIVED 

CENTRAL>AXcesi7ER 
Rejection of Claim 10 under § 303 fa) jjjj^ 2 ^ £007 

Claim 10 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 (a) as being obvious over Reinke and 
Siigiyama in view of XJ.S, Patent 6,329,599 to Zimmerman. Claim 10, however, depends from 
•independent claim 1 and, thus, incorporates the same distinguishing features (as the above 
paragraphs explained). Because the combined teaching of Reinke^ Sugiyama, and Zimmerman 
remains silent to many features recited in claim 1, one of ordinary skill in the art, then, would not 
think that claim 10 is obvious. Examiner Cajilig is thus respectfully requested to remove the § 
103 rejection of claim 10. 

Rejection of Claims 4 & 10 under S 103 (a) 

Claims 4 and 10 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 (a) as being obvious over Edwards 
in view of Zimmewxan, Claims 4 and 10, however, depend from independent claim 1 and, thus, 
incorporate the same distinguishing features (as the above paragraphs explained). Because the 
combined teaching of Edwards and Zimmerman remains silent to many features recited in claim 
1, one of ordinary skill in tlie art, then, would not think that claim 10 . is obvious. Examiner 
Cajilig is thus respectfully requested to remove the § 103 rejection of claims 4 and 10. 

Rejection of Claims 5-6 & 17»18 under § 103 fa) 

Claims 5-6 and 17-18 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 (a) as being obvious over 
Edwards in view of Brooks, 

Claims 17 and 18, however, have been canceled, so the rejection of these claims is moot. 
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Claims 5 and 6 cannot be obvious over Edwards and Brooks, Claims 5 and 6 depend JjJ^ 2 9 2007 
from independent claim 1 and,, thus, incorporate the same distinguishing features (as the above 
paragraphs explained). The combined' teaching of Edwards and Brooks, quite simply, remains 
silent to many features recited in claim 1 and incorporated into claims 5 and 6. One of ordinary 
skill in the art, then, would not think that claims 5 and 6 are obvious. Examiner Cajiiig is thus 
respectfully requested to remove the § 103 rejection of claims 5 and 6. 

Rejection of Claims 7-9 under § 103 (a> 

Claims 7-9 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 (a) as being obvious over Edwards, 
Claims 7-9, however, depend from independent claim 1 and, thus, incorporate the same 
distinguishing features (as the above paragraphs explained). Because Edwards remains silent to 
many features recited in claim 1 and incorporated into claims 7-9, one of ordinary skill in the art 
would not think that claims 7-9 are obvious. Examiner Cajiiig is thus respectfully requested to 
remove the § 103 rejection of claims 7-9. 



If any issues remain outstanding, the Office is requested to contact the undersigned at 
(9 1 9) 469-2629 or scott @ scottzimmemian. com . 

Respectfully submitted. 




Scott P. Zimmennan 

Attorney for the Assignee, Reg. No. 41,390 
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